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Stone-Heng presented an erroneous conclusion that Stonehenge was a Roman temple dedicated to Coelus. It asserted that the circular and roofless form represented the heavens, of which Coelus was the god, and regarded the crude cut of the standing stones as Tuscan, the most primitive of all orders, appropriate for the first of all deities. The account of how Jones came to interpret the megalith has been generally accepted.' In 1620 James I took an interest in Stonehenge while staying at nearby Wilton, the seat of William Herbert, Earl of Pembroke and then Lord Chamberlain. Jones, then five years into his term as Surveyor of the King's Works, was summoned to study the structure and inform the King of its origins and significance. The extent to which Jones was responsible for the 1655 published interpretation is not clear, however. Thirty-five years had passed since James I's summons, and three years since Jones's death. John Webb (1611-72), Jones's assistant since 1628, claimed in the book's preface that he himself"compose [ d] this Treatise" from the master's "some few indigested notes."? Webb also wrote that Jones's "Notes were not found, much less Stone-Heng restored written, until long after his Death" in a later publication.' The publisher of Stone-Heny's 6. Stuart Piggott, "Introduction," Stone-Heng [by} Inigo jones, Chorea Gigantum [by} Walter Charleton, [and} A Vindication [by} john Webb, London, 1725 (London: Gregg International Publishers Limited, 1971 ; Graham Parry, "Introductory Note," The Most Notable Antiquity of Great Britain Vulgarly Called Stonehenge by Inigo Jones (London: Scolar Press, 1972). ed the historical and literary references and Jones the geometrical analysis of the megalith's circular plan." More recently, Christy Anderson credited most of the argument to Webb, stating that the pattern of reasoning was too scholarly to be that of jones." Vaughan Hart regards Stone-Heng as a document that reflects Jones's thought processes but states that it is impossible and unnecessary to come to any conclusion about the authorship because the master and the assistant worked so closely together."
Nevertheless, I submit that the authorship of Stone-Heng is a key to understanding Jones's work. When we reexamine Jones's opus with the Stonehenge interpretation in mind, the symbolism ofJames I as Coelus emerges as a recurring theme. It is found not only in this book but also, arguably, in Jones's design for the King's catafalque of 1625 and in his design of the scenery for the masque Coelum Britannicum of 1634. While James I was often associated with King Solomon, other deities also represented the monarch, including Neptune in BenJonson's masque Neptune's Triumph for the Return ofAlbion (1625) . 10 The symbolism of Coelus is an aspect ofJones's classicism that has previously been overlooked.
Assigning the line of argument in Stone-Heng to Jones will expand our knowledge of his intellectual sources, both in terms of the number and the range of subjects. We, on the one hand, already have a list of seventy treatises associated to Jones's reading, predominantly on architecture and related disciplines (art, mechanics, fortifications), including forty-six that have survived from his library and an additional twentytwo he mentioned in handwritten marginalia of these books." On the 7. A. A. Tait, "Inigo Jones's 'Stone-Heng,'" Burlington Magazine, March 1978, 154-8. 8 13. The information that Jones was apprenticed to a joiner in St. Paul's Churchyard comes from the notes of George Vertue, the eighteenth-century engraver and antiquarian, who heard it from a doctor who had in turn heard from Christopher Wren: "Dr. Harwood from Sr. Christ. Wren. says that Inigo Dy'd at Somersett house in the strand, a Roman Catholick, that he was put apprentice to a Joyner in Pauls church yard. went to Italy with the Earl of Arundel. Pembroke some say" to develop interests in printed books and even to be involved in publishing, biographical information about Jones often suggested that he was an architect who had no formal education but merely practical training (British Library Add. MSS 23, 069, "V. 14, B.M. 19" and "V. 14b, B.M. 19b") to his wife and after her death to the Compy ofJoyners," which is located "over the east side of the steppe or stayres leading into the Cathedral on the South side." The will is significant in two respects: first, if we assume the typical apprenticeship began at the age of ten to fourteen, and lasted for about seven years, Jones could have been with this joiner, but could not have completed his apprenticeship by the joiner's death. Second, the intellectual level of joiners in the late sixteenth century London (if not all then at least Martin and Newman) was such that they held a collection of printed books. However, it is also possible that Jones was apprenticed to a foreign joiner, especially an Italian one. Foreign craftsmen were exempt from London livery companies, which explains the lack of records in the registry. 1990] .) Two hundred and fifty-eight stationers have been identified in London between 1557and 1640, out of which sixtynine were at St. Paul's Churchyard or immediately adjacent areas. Surrounded by many booksellers and printers, the young Jones could have had opportunities to acquaint himself in books and book business while apprenticed to a joiner. He could well have seen book printers, importers, sellers, and buyers all in action in those shops. The lively activities of those who crowded the area could well have motivated the young Jones in renaissance literature, classical architecture, and book collection. He might even have tried his hands in it, especially in producing woodcuts and print blocks. Woodcuts continued to be the primary method of book illustration until they were gradually replaced by copper plates. Anyone who was good at curving wood could also easily have been involved in making print blocks for letters and woodcuts for illustrations. There definitely were some joiners contemporarywith Jones who did just that. The author has found, in the modem transcription of the sixteenth-and seventeenth-century registry of the Company of Stationers, a case considered out of order by the Company, in which a boy was articled not to a stationer but to a joiner, in order to learn the art of wood carving, not for building but for printing purposes (W. Aether and Dies, that is."!? It is not so out of place for Jones to assign the above attributes of Coelus to James I, who began the House of Stuart in England, commissioned the authorized English translation of the Bible, and had a motto, "Beati Pacifici" ("Blessed are the peacemakers").
All these books are quoted directly in Stone-Heng, while, like Valeriano's Hieroglyphics, they are not among the lists of Jones's known influences.
This study makes use of two bibliographies. The first is the list of books and their editions from which quotations in Stone-Heng were drawn. In some cases there was only one edition available prior to the 1655 publication of Stone-Heng. In other cases, when multiple editions existed, the language of the quotations helps identify the most likely source. Furthermore, in some limited cases, textual or paginal discrepancies between possible editions help determine a specific edition as the source. Meanwhile, there are books and specific editions of books that we know Jones read; these books comprise the second list. For those books Jones mentioned in his handwritten notes but whose copies are not among his extant library, the specific edition is more difficult to identify; however, in those instances the same method used to more confidently identify the specific editions drawn on as sources for StoneHeng can also be applied.i" For example, as for Valeriano's Hieroglyphics mentioned above, the language of quotations -Italian -and one of the cited book numbers -"lib. 60" -determine the possible source editions." Hieroglyphics was first published in Latin in Florence in 1556.22 In that same year a second, an expanded edition came out, also in Latin from With an unusual syntax of "wear about (their wastes and necks) (an ornament of iron)," one can confidently conclude the 1629 or 1635 edition to be the source. The only other edition before 1655 is that of 1652. The discrepancy between the languages of quotation and of reading does not exclude Jones as the possible author or coauthor of Stone-Heng. Quite to the contrary, such discrepancy invites speculation about a division oflabor in preparing the publication in which Jones identified passages relevant to the arguments, and Webb prepared quotations for publication -guided by Jones's referential notes -and transcribed texts from an authoritative edition. This thesis may seem to differ little from Webb's statement of 1655; however, the specific nature of Jones's notes suggested here gives him a significant role in the intellectual construction of the book's arguments and conclusion. This is important because we can begin to regard this, the only comprehensive writing associated with Jones, as an example ofhow the architect's mind operated, not only in producing the treatise but also in his architectural and theatrical designs. It was Jones's habit to make notes in margins while reading, either assimilating the text or cross-referencing other authors. A notebook survives from his 1613-14 trip to Italy, which allows us to imagine Jones keeping a similar notebook for the Stonehenge interpretation." The 35. Jones wrote in his copy of Serlio, "Philander in the 4 book of Vitrus: fo 189 saith in the annotations that he admonished serlio of his error tuching scima scalptura. but selio names him not." This must be in reference to the 1550 Latin edition and not others (1544, 1545, 1549, 1552, 1557, 1586, 1649) , which is the only edition whose fo 189 matches with the textual content being discussed. Webb is fully justified in characterizing them as "indigested." Meanwhile, Webb is a more likely candidate for any task involving extensive knowledge of Latin. Webb attended the Merchant Taylor's School from 1625 to 1628 before joining Jones as his assistant." As Jones's notes were said to be "few," it is dangerous to attribute authorship of sixty-two source notes to Jones. Instead, Webb could have identified some relevant texts himself. It is, however, more dangerous to assume that those sources that did not survive from Jones's library were all Webb's contributions. (Bologna), and by 1620 the book was available in Greek, Latin, Italian, French, and English. Stone-Heng cites the treatise twice and supplied the quotations both in Latin and English. 4s One of the two references concerns Coelus, the first king of Atlantides. According to Diodorus, Coelus lead his subjects from the savage state to civilization, starting agriculture and devising a calendar based on the movements of the sun, moon, and stars. Because of this, he was endowed with the honor of becoming the eternal king of the world. There were few variations in the texts of the Latin editions, and therefore we cannot determine the source, whereas the two English editions were different both in expression and content. The vernacular Italian makes this quotation exceptional, and there is, moreover, a good reason for it. This particular commentary of Barbaro was omitted from the 1567 Latin edition, which therefore could not provide a quotation. What makes it peculiar is that this is the only citation that specified the source edition, and furthermore, specified the 1584 edition. Since it would be more natural for Jones to refer to the 1567 Italian edition that he owned and annotated, this specification must be Webb's doing.
If we are to assume that Webb supplied the bibliographical details, shall we also assume that he was responsible for identifying the passage as well? While this is not entirely impossible, in light of all other references, it is more likely that Jones identified relevant passages in the Italian edition, and left notes. Webb was then to find the equivalent Latin passages. Webb found Latin passages that matched Jones's notes, except in this instance, and must then have resorted to the more readily available Italian edition. He must have had access to the 1584 edition and not to the 1567 Italian edition while at work, for otherwise he would have noticed the textual equivalencies between the two Itali an editions. 53 Also, in Webb's own publication of 1665 are several references specifically to the 1584 edition ofBarbaro/Vitruvius among predominantly Latin quorations." The editorial work for Stone-Heng must have allowed him to realize the variation of Barbaro's texts in the different editions. Only a division of labor explains both Stone-Henge erroneous book number citation and its missing Latin quotation. Jones must have read the 1598 English edition, identified the relevant passage from-it, and left notes quoting the text. Meanwhile, Webb must have been charged to provide a Latin quotation guided by Jone's notes. For the quotation we are concerned with, Webb did not find an appropriate passage in a Latin edition either because he mistook Jones's handwritten citation "14" for '\6" or because Jones erroneously noted book 16. Webb then had to leave the quotation as Jones left it in his notes. A typographical error at the time of printing would not explain the lack of a Latin quotation.
CONCLUSION:
"COELUM BRITANNICUM"
This study has compared the books and specific editions Jones read and the books and specific editions from which the Stone-Heng collaborators drew quotations. Such a comparison has yielded a number of observations upon the differences in the preferred languages for reading and quoting and the earliest possible date of reading and quoting. Several peculiar instances were also found for which a division oflabor between Jones and Webb is a likely explanation. These findings in turn have led to speculation about the manner in which Jones and Webb collaborated in authoring the 1655 publication. The speculation argues in turn for an expanded understanding of Jones's intellectual background. Hatfield, for Bonham and John Norton, 1598), 209 (bk. 14, section 10).
